The integration of Turkey in Europe is a major political issue, and an interesting psychological object with motivational and identity-related aspects. This article examines whether the structure of some young French people's motives can be used to predict the acceptability of Turkey's integration into the EU. It was hypothesized that Apterian metamotivational states (Apter, 2001) would structure the pro and cons of the acceptability of Turkey's integration. In each study (two in total), a questionnaire was designed and administered to assess the motives, either pro or con, for Turkey's integration. In addition acceptability ratings were asked for. Factorial analyses provided two series of components which were simple to interpret in a Reversal Theory structure. Four components were common to both studies: Individual Paratelism, Individual Telism, Sympathy for the Turks and European Mastery. Path analyses were conducted to predict Acceptability with the components as predictors, and benefit and risk judgments as intermediate variables. The fits were pretty good and the models explained 72.1% (Pros) and 64.2% (Cons) of the overall variance in Acceptability. Of particular interest is an unexpected finding that was replicated in both studies. Each component loaded a collection of items centred on only one of three possible stands on what interests were at stake: European people's interests, Turkish people's interests, or participants' own interests.
structure and elementary mechanisms have been found. From the standpoint of reversal theory, motivation is structured into four "domains" within which people alternate between two incompatible "states": in a particular domain, one cannot be simultaneously in both states but can switch between them at different times. As the name indicates, an important feature of reversal theory concerns the transition between states but this aspect of the theory is not relevant here. What is of concern, instead, is the taxonomy of eight states as defined by the theory (i.e. four domains with 2 states in each domain). Those states, and the domains they are embedded in, are subsequently described.
The first domain, "Means-Ends", is concerned with goals and the actions taken to achieve them. It consists of two states called "Telic" and "Paratelic". During the telic state, a person is focused on the achievement of some distant goal. The same person in the paratelic state will be directed towards immediate satisfaction provided by the moment or action, independently of its ends. An example of a telic motivation to accept Turkey into the EU could be "because it provides me with more business opportunities." Other examples for motives associated with each state can be found in Table 1. ---Insert Table 1 about here ---The second domain, "Rules", concerns attitudes to social rules, which includes explicit laws, ways to do things, implicit and/or conventional routines, etc. The first state of the "Rules" domain is "Conformist". In this state, rules are welcome; they guide action and provide a good security framework. All actions are directed towards what "should" be done, or towards what has previously been decided by the group. The other state within the Rules domain is the "Negativist" state. In this state, acting in opposition to conventional rules is perceived as providing freedom. The rules are perceived as restrictive and are constraints that prevent change and lead to a state of inactivity.
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The third domain, "Transactions", is concerned with our involvement in interpersonal interactions. Transactions can be experienced either in a competitive way, i.e., a means to control or dominate someone or something, or in a collaborative way, i.e., willing to be helpful and collaborate with others. The first state, "Mastery", is bound to the concept of power. The second, "Sympathy", is bound to the concept of collaboration.
The fourth domain, "Relationships", concerns how we identify with others or exclusively ourselves (specifically in relationships). When having relationships a person can be separated from others, self-focused, centred on one's own interests, all of which essentially define the "Autic" state. The same person can also be focused on other people's interests, in a more altruistic fashion. This is called the "Alloic" state.
Hypotheses
An important feature of Reversal Theory is the metamotivational character of the states. Individuals tend to be motivated by reasons that are congruent with their current state.
Because individuals regularly experience state reversals, each person may end up with a variety of motives, or motivational states, about the same object, for example Turkey.
Depending on the set of states currently activated, the strength of such motives will change for the person. Thus the strengths of the various motives will tend to covary. Applying this approach to the question of the perceived acceptability of Turkey's integration, the intercorrelations of respondents' relevant motives could be reduced to components interpretable in terms of the eight Apterian states. In turn, it would be expected that motives about Turkey's integration in the EU might predict global risks and benefit judgments that are associated with this event, as well as its overall acceptability. In short, we hypothesized that Apterian components would predict risk judgments, benefit judgments, and the overall acceptability of the Turkish integration. Furthermore, it is hypothesized that perceived risks and benefits of Turkey's admission to the EU can influence acceptability judgments.
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Besides those theoretical considerations, it is common knowledge that an individual may assume various roles with conflicting interests. For example, a Frenchman would find it important to limit Europe's control over French laws, whilst, as a European, he may find importance in Europe being able to overrule some local laws. We propose that this variable should be considered when examining motivation about a topic where conflicting identities could be involved. Indeed, the integration of Turkey is one such topic. Hence, we hypothesise that the "focus of identity" should contribute in structuring motivation about Turkey's integration.
A practical question before testing such hypotheses concerns the pro/con character of the motives: Should the focus be on the pros, cons, or on both kinds? Research about "Regulatory focus" suggests that two kinds of goals should be distinguished. People can have promotion focus or prevention focus aspirations (Higgins, 1997; Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994) . Promotion focus is related to strong ideals and gain/non-gain situations. It also leads to awareness of the presence or absence of positive outcomes and approach behaviours in addition to being related to aspirations and accomplishments. Prevention focus is related to strong ought and loss/non-loss situations and leads to sensitivity to the absence or presence of negative outcomes and avoidance strategies. It is also related to responsibility and security.
Building on these considerations, the present article focuses first on motives for Turkey's integration (Study I) then on motives to avoid it (Study II).
Study I: The Pros of Turkey's Integration

Method.
Participants. 263 French students (156 females, 107 males) from the University of Toulouse, France, participated in this study. Their age ranged from 18 to 31 (M = 22.4; SD = 4.5). Education levels were distributed as followed: 5 had less than the French equivalent of the General Certificate of Education A-level (in some cases, people can be Focus of Identity and Motivations 7 admitted into French universities based on their professional experience), 65 were freshmen, 82 sophomore, 87 junior or senior and 24 were graduate students.
Material. The study was based on a questionnaire. The first three items referred to age, gender and education level.
The next 128 items were arguments in favour of Turkey's attachment to the EU.
Reversal theory distinguishes four pairs of independent states. Thus, eight constructs were used to build our questionnaire, with sixteen items per state (i.e. a total of 16 times 8 = 128 items). The items were built using the most cited arguments collected from discussions and internet forums on the Turkish question.
After considering the various identities that may conflict about a topic like the integration of Turkey into the EU, three modalities were retained: the interests considered from a European standpoint; an individual standpoint; or a Turkish standpoint. More precisely, for each state eight items were chosen related to the participants' own interests (e.g., "one of the reasons why I am in favour of Turkey's entry is that I could plan my projects"), four related to Europe's interests (e.g., "one of the reasons why I am in favour of Turkey's entry is that Europe will take a more competitive place in globalization") and four related to Turkey's interests (e.g., "one of the reasons why I am in favour of Turkey's entry is that Turkey will be stronger on a worldwide scale").
The item sequence was pseudo-random such that any two items from the same a priori state did not follow each other. Responses were given on an eighteen-point response scale with the following anchors: "totally disagree" to "totally agree".
Three other 3-item series each represented the dependent variables in our hypotheses, i.e., risks, benefits and global acceptance. The general context was the sentence "According to you, Turkey's entrance into the EU represents:" followed by an item such as "a risk" with responses given on an eighteen-point response scale with the following anchors: "totally Focus of Identity and Motivations 8 disagree" to "totally agree". Translated from French, the three items for the risk judgments were "a risk", "a source of trouble", "a danger". The three items for benefit judgments were "a benefit", "a solution", "an advantage". For global acceptance, three items were rated on a scale ranging from "totally disagree" to "totally agree": (1) " Please indicate your degree of agreement for Turkey's entry into the EU"; (2) If you were asked about your opinion on Turkey's membership in the EU you would" (from "totally disagree" to "totally agree"); (3) In the case of a potential consultation about Turkey's entry into the EU, you would" (from "totally disagree" to "totally agree").
Procedure. Participants were recruited on campus on a voluntary basis. First the participant was asked whether he/she was against Turkey's membership. Participants were then asked to fill in a questionnaire, anonymously, about Turkey's integration in EU. Each participant responded to the questionnaire in a quiet room in the university library. Twenty minutes were required to complete the questionnaire.
Analyses. In order to be able to predict the dependent variables the uncorrelated predictor variables were isolated, a process achieved through principal component analyses (PCA). All items were first standardized then selected by means of an iterative process. The stop criterion was a solution where all variables introduced had loadings exceeding .50 for at least one of the eight components. At each step, the variables that did not reach that criterion (after a varimax rotation) were eliminated. Finally, a maximum of five and a minimum of three items per component were retained. A 34-item solution was reached after the fifth iteration. Componential scores were then recorded for each participant and each component.
This procedure was chosen because it provides orthogonal scores, which is well suited for subsequent path analyses.
PCA were also performed on the three groups of dependent variables, with the number of components left free. In each case, one single component was extracted. Finally, the
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Apterian components were used as predictors in path analyses with the 'benefit' and 'risk' components as mediator variables, and the component for acceptability of Turkey's integration as the dependent variable.
Results
PCA components on reasons for (pros).
The retained solution included 34 items and explained 67.7% of the total variance. The items and their loadings are shown in Table 2 and explained variances, by component, are presented in Table 3 . The eight components ( (1) to (8)) are as follows. The component that contributed the most was called "European Auticism"
(1) because it involves the idea of behaviours oriented towards one's own benefits but considered from the standpoint of Europe. The second 'most contributing' component (2) was called "Individual Auticism" because it also involves the idea of behaviours oriented towards one's own benefits yet considered from a genuinely individual standpoint (the neologism "Auticism" was coined to prevent confusion with the common and unrelated concept of ---Insert Table 2 about here ------Insert Table 3 about here ---If, among the variance in acceptability explained by the components, we compute the cumulative share that can be accounted for by each focus of identity we find 64% for the European focus, 14% for the Turkish focus, 12% for the individual focus, and 10% for reasons that cannot be clearly tracked to a single focus. The total share of explained variance that can be tracked to a single focus of identity (over all focuses) amounts to 90%, which is considerable. The extracted components could well have grouped items corresponding to several different focuses. 90% of the explained variance corresponds to one focus component, which gives support for our hypothesis (H4), (i.e. the focus of identity has to be considered when one deals with questions where conflicting identities may direct motivations).
PCA on dependent and control variables. This concerns four sets of three variables:
risk; benefit; acceptability; and political orientation. In all cases, one single component was extracted. The 'Acceptability' component accounted for 96.6%, of the total variance of its items. The 'Benefits', 'Risks', and 'Orientation' components accounted for 72.51%, 78.57%, and 87.2% respectively of the total variance of their respective items.
Path analyses. The model (Figure 1 ) was estimated by using maximum likelihood, as implemented in AMOS, and it fitted the data fairly well, χ²(28, N=263)=25.51, p = .60; point RMSEA < .001, with 90% confidence interval of RMSEA = (0.000; 0.042). RMR=.026; AGFI=.963; PCFI=.62; Hoelter = 425 for α = .05. The model accounts for 72.1% of the Focus of Identity and Motivations 11 variance in Acceptability, 60.7% in Benefit and 27.2% in Risk judgments. With regards to the relationships within the model, all individual betas were significant (two-tailed, p < .01 for all betas but the link for which "Individual Telism" predicts benefits, p = .016). Almost all the regression coefficients in the model have a direction that is expected. Pro reasons load Benefits and Acceptability positively, but Risks negatively. Benefits predict Acceptability positively, contrary to Risk, which predicts Acceptability negatively. One component, however, behaves contrary to the expected prediction: European Mastery loads Risks positively, and Acceptability negatively. In other words, more participants agreed with items like "We will be able to better control drug import in Europe", "Europe will be able to control migration flows easier", "It will allow us to fight more effectively against terrorism." Participants provided higher ratings for the risk judgments and lower ones for acceptability ratings. A straightforward interpretation in terms of a base-level of fear, however, is possible. The participants who agreed more with these items are those one would expect to be fearful of the actual elements described in the items.
Discussion of Study 1
Several interesting results appeared in the data. Firstly, all the components that were extracted could be easily interpreted in terms of Apterian states. Secondly, each component was associated with one, and only one, focus of identity although there were at least three possibilities (Individual interests, European interests, Turkish interests). Thirdly, our results clearly suggest that the Autic/Alloic dichotomy in the Apterian framework may be refined using an analysis in terms of the focus of identity when topics like Turkey's integration are at stake. Auticism appeared in two different components but with different focuses, European and Individual. Paratelism, Telism and Negativism only appeared with the individual focus.
Mastery only appeared with the European focus. In the original set of 128 possible motivations the full combination state/focus was proposed and one would have expected the Focus of Identity and Motivations 12 resulting components to combine items more. Sympathy appeared only with the Turkish focus, which was expected. Hence, focus of identity seems to be a very important refinement as regards interactions between Apterian components.
Turning to the regression analyses, the results confirmed that the components could explain a substantial part of the variance in acceptability judgments. The focus of identity appears to be very important for understanding the structure of motives if we consider that 90% of the variance could be accounted for by one single focus (not the same one though).
Moreover, by including risk and benefit judgments, which were not accounted for by the component, up to 72.6% of the variance in acceptability could be predicted.
Study 1 was limited to the reasons in favour of Turkey's integration in the EU.
Therefore we know little about the structure of motives against integration. The need to understand the structure of such motives was addressed by the second study. Materials, procedure, and analysis. The questionnaire was the same structure as in Study 1 except that the 128 arguments were against Turkey's integration. All other items were unchanged. The procedure was the same as in Study 1. Exploratory component analyses were first conducted then regression analyses using the same method as described in Study 1. Table 4 . The shares of the variance of those items explained by the components are shown on Table 5 .
Results
Principal component analysis on reasons against (cons)
---Insert Table 4 about here ------Insert Table 5 about here ---The seven components ( (1) - (7)) are discussed below. The component that contributed the most was named "Individual Paratelism" (1) because it is composed entirely of items that involve unpleasant feelings a participant would experience should Turkey be integrated. "Individual Telism" (2) is so-called because it involves individual motives that, contrary to the previous component, are clearly oriented towards remote objectives. The concept of "European Mastery" (3) fairly represents those items that are all placed at a European level and involve such ideas as terrorism or civil war. "Turkish Paratelism" (4) indicates reasons based on the desire to avoid potential suffering for Turks due to the integration (NB. It could easily be interpreted in terms of "Turkish sympathy" because the will to avoid others' suffering is closely related to "alloic sympathy"). The fifth component (5) is termed "European Conservatism" because it is loaded with items that represent a will to defend western values (Human rights, gender equality, etc.). In these items, Turkey joining potentially encroaches upon those values. The sixth component (6) represents "European negativism" in the sense that the loaded items clearly represent opposition to European leaders, policy and, to a lesser extent, globalisation of the economy. The final component (7) represents two items indicating the participant has always construed Turkey as being outside Europe (geographically and historically). For this reason, it is called "Individual Conservatism", (i.e. the participant does not want to change his mind about geography for example).
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If, among the variance in acceptability explained by the 7 components, we compute the cumulated share that can be accounted for by each focus of identity we find 63.3% for Individual focus, 10.3% for Turkish focus and 26.4% for the European focus. Thus, the totality of explained variance could be derived from a single focus of identity (as opposed to components that would have grouped items corresponding to several different focuses). 
Component analyses on dependent and control variables. As in
General discussion
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As a whole, Studies 1 and 2 provide a coherent set of results: (1) The components extracted from the reasons against Turkey's admission into the EU could clearly be interpreted in terms of Apterian meta-motivational states; (2) As a refinement of Reversal Theory, focus of identity was found to be an underlying determinant in how metamotivational states load the pros and cons of Turkey's admittance into the EU; (3) The set of components extracted from Pro reasons predicted acceptability judgments fairly well.
Similarly, but to a lesser extent, the components extracted from the cons also predicted acceptability judgments. In both studies, a good level of prediction was obtained by including, in the regression the part of risk and benefit judgments that was not accounted for by the Apterian components.
Methodological limits
There are a number of methodological limits and implications with regards to the status of Reversal Theory and also political communication. First of all, the participant sample was not truly representative of the European youth population. Clearly all participants had a higher education level, most often a college degree. As a consequence, it may not be possible to draw general conclusions about French youth and it is possible that the structure of motivational states regarding Turkey may be somewhat different in the overall youth population. For example, the two most loaded Cons components were associated with items with quite low absolute values (below 5) whereas the most loaded component extracted from the Pros had rank values between 9 and 10. This might be one of the reasons why the components extracted from the cons did not predict Acceptability judgments as well as the components extracted from the Pros.
What remains is that (1) Apterian components were identified and (2) focus of identity had a determinant role. These facts cannot be attributed to education level or preferences of the two Focus of Identity and Motivations 16 samples. Nevertheless, more extensive studies should be done, and in particular ascertaining whether the patterns found here would replicate in other countries.
Another important limit is the fact that only French people were tested. Thus, Kadiangandu, Gauche, Vinsonneau and Mullet (2007) recently found that conceptualisations of forgiveness tended to be more collectivist in Congolese culture and more individualistic in French culture. As a consequence, one may expect cultural differences in the way people assume focuses of identities. Forgiveness might be of particular importance in regards to the way Greek people, for example, consider Turkey's integration. It is thus plausible that different European countries do not share the same structure of motivations with regard to Turkey's integration. Consequently, the present study needs to be replicated in other European countries.
The decision to separate the pro and con reasons into two studies may also have had consequences. This decision was an intentional one to avoid confusion in the minds of participants and, therefore, avoid any potential noise in the data. In the two studies, path analyses showed that a substantial part of the variance, not accounted for by Apterian components, was captured by other benefits and risks components. A simple explanation could be that when processing the pro (or conversely con) questionnaire, no question was posed about the cons (respectively pros) even though these might actually have been considered when providing global judgments of acceptability. Indeed, a study that would investigate simultaneously the structure of both kinds of motivation is needed.
Implications for Reversal Theory
In the two studies, the components that were extracted could easily be interpreted in terms of Apterian states. The crucial point here is the fact that almost none of the Apterian components appeared independently of the focus of identity. 14 out of the 15 components extracted over the two studies could be interpreted under one single focus. At first glance, it Focus of Identity and Motivations 17 would suggest that people initially take a standpoint to consider the decision-making situation then only subsequently adopt an Apterian state. Thus only components coming from one single focus would be extracted. Indeed, one could also argue that a single focus could be found under various Apterian states and therefore that assuming an Apterian states precedes assuming an identity focus. A third hypothesis would be that Apterian states and focus of identity would be generated in parallel, through a kind of connectionist-like process of satisfaction of constraints. A fourth hypothesis would be that focus of identity would simply be a refinement of the relationship domain. There is no data from these studies to distinguish between these hypotheses, but the results clearly show that the question should now be tackled. More generally, an underlying theoretical study is now needed to integrate the viewpoints of the original Reversal Theory and the Focus of Identity standpoint.
Potential applications
To our knowledge, previous studies in the Apterian literature did not take into account the Relationships domain (Autic/Alloic states) with the level of refinement entailed by the concept of focus of identity and, as such, it represents a key finding of this research. This is not to say that focus of identity should necessarily be taken into account in every study about motivation. But it should be taken into account at least when one has reason to suspect that various identities can play a role with regard to a judgment or decision-making situation. For example, there have been many reversal theory studies in sport psychology (eg., Bindarwish & Tenenbaum, 2006; Kerr, 1994; Kerr et al., 2005) . It was found, for example, that inappropriate meta-motivational states may have a negative impact on team performance (Males, Kerr, Thatcher, & Bellew, 2006) . Our findings suggest a new approach to the effects on performance that metamotivational state may exert. Depending on the competition, a given athlete could first be concerned with her/his own interests or, from a wider standpoint, a team's, a nation's or even a continent's interests. Should those focuses of identity conflict, Focus of Identity and Motivations 18 performance would be impeded. In turn, when those identities are in synergy, performance could be enhanced. In the case of sports, the various focuses of identity converge because victory benefits all identities. In more complex settings, like integrating a new nation into the EU, a certain focus of identity may find a particular feature advantageous which is detrimental to another focus.
To our knowledge, and despite some methodological limits, the present article represents the first psychological study of meta-motivations about Turkey's acceptability as a new member of the EU. Some lessons seem to have been learnt. For the pro reasons, the component that contributes the most to acceptability is by far European Auticism and it is only some distance behind that we find Individual Auticism. In other words, the reasons favouring acceptability of Turkey's admission are expectancy: that Europe will get stronger; other studies specifically dedicated to this population may be needed first due to methodological limitations in the sampling process. Nevertheless, it seems clear that the discourse intended for opponents to Turkey's integration should not tap into the same arguments as the discourse intended for Turkey integration defenders.
Conclusion
The aim of this study was to understand the structure of French young citizens' motivations within the framework of Reversal Theory. In accordance with many previous studies, the
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results have shown that Reversal Theory is a coherent model for investigating the structure of motivations. However, it showed for the first time the effect of focus of identity from which the respondent considers the decision situation.
Hence, not only are the results interesting at a theoretical level, but also at a practical level.
For example, knowing such motivations and associated focuses (of identity) could help build a communicative action about Turkey's Integration and perhaps more generally with regards to the acceptability of other countries. .27
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